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- analysis (CA) against the background cf its objectives and its
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be necessary te make the methods meet the okjectives cf applied CaA. '
CA in the United States was closely ccngected with structuralisa, e
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(1) relevance for language teachingj;. (2) structvralise and Ch;: (3)
f- the turmoil ia the theory of grammar; (4) the theory and methodology
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'connunicatlve\competence. The communicative apprcach in language *
teaching nécessarily leads to. contrastive discourse analysis. CA will
have-to be expanded in the folloving areas: (1) linguistic research . i
(in phonetlcs, syntax, semantics, lexicon, text); (2) . R
psychollnqulstlc research; and (3) contrastlve soczolzngulstlc
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v 4 Since the adoption of the term contrastwe 'hngu1st1cs to.describe
[ oo | a certain type of compamson between two or more languages, this field
\.IJ ' . of hngmshe\ analysis has been subjected t6 both great expectatwns and
* * ,severe crit1c sm.! Most of the recent literdture concerning contrastive
ot analysis (CA) gives the impression that contrastive linguistics is 1n .

the grip of a'severe crisis after a boom in the earTy 1960s. Yet the eri-
sis, if there is one, exists at the level of theoretigal d1scuss1on only,
. " and contrastive linguistics has progressed rapidly at various centres ef .

active research. . . .

e

The 'crisis' S at least partly due to,a paradox between the theo- N
- ret1ca1 basis of CArand its ob.)ectwes As an exp1anat1on of this para-
dox, reference can be made to the.past- ‘history of CAIn this paper, ar
. attembt:is made to review the history of CA against the background of
its objectives'and its present problems and to present an outline of
procedures which seem to be necessary to make the methc}ds"meet the ob-
Jectives of applied CA. Pragmatic and conmumcatwe criteria will be

(mtroduced for this purpose. ' . "4

(BN
B

CONTRASTIVE -ANALYSIS PAST AND PRESENT —
“.The history of CA remains to be written. Only a number of highly -
cursory discussipns are-available (01 Pietro 1971:vii-xv, 9-12, Fisiak L
. 19758,. Ru§1eck1 1976, Jackson 1976); these sketches give only a pale re-
. flection of the work of the past decade for the reason that these his-
tories mostly stop at the Georgetown Round Table Conference devoted to
CA (Alatis (ed.) 1968) and the active research into CA in Europe is. not
- given_the attention which it deserves. In the same way, the work being
done in a number of Eastern furopean countries is peg‘rected in_general
'sumarieé and criticisms of CA (e.g. Corder 1975. Dirven 1976, Sander:
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1 A slightly d1fferent anish versien of this paper has appeared in
Sajavaara (ed )y 1977. !
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1976) Only u\,eptmga}maccomphsh more than mere hst1r9,
of the pro.)ects. the material concerriing the objectives and results will
have to be collected from a numbeg of conference reports (particularly
Filipovi¢ (ed.) 1971, Chitoran (ed.) 1976) or reports od specific con- *
trastive problems in the series published by vanrious projects. CA had a
twin starting-point, although thi§ has not always been recognized. This
concerns bath the contrastive type of lingu'istic analysis at the turn of
the centyry and in the thirties (see Pisiak 1925:341), and the beginnings
of modern CA in the forties {Fries 1945 Trager 1949). The theoretical
objectives were almost entirely forgottep in the wake of Weinreich's

{1953) and Lado's (1957) work. For a long time, their idea that learning

difficulities are equal fo the difference between the systems of the two
languages contrasted remained highly influential m:coﬁtrastive analysis.
In addition, Lado's statement (1957:v1i) tso. the effect that patterns
which will, or will not, cause difficulty can be predicted and.described
“by comparing systemat1ca11y the language and culture to be learned with
the natwe language and the cuLture of the student” (wh1ch was later to -
T be caHed the Strong Hypothesis for CA) may be considered as one of the
prwary causes of the controversy which ensued xn the 19605 Today, twen-
ty.years later, it is rather chfﬁcult to see the point in Lado's blue-
eyed optmjsm and one can even venture to express the doubt that Lado

" never intended his.remark to be taken as categorically a‘sfsome critics

of CA have taken it; it is to be remembered however, that, in the late
fifties, modern sociolinguistics and psychohngu1st1cs did not exist.
Lado's gmphasis on the comparison of cultures_was mostly forgotten; yet

it is there that we ca“‘n find a clue for a modern revision of the con-
trastive hypothesis Side by side with cultural contrasts Lado also
stressed the impontance of the psycho!og1ca1 aspects of language."learning.
~"""The early stages of modern contrastive hngu1.st1cs can be connected
with the American type of structuralism, which is another obvious cause
for later criticism. The culminating point was, on the one hand, the pub-
licatign of the Contrastwe Structure Series in 1962-1985 .and, on the .
other, the»Georgetown Round Table Conference in 1968. The Contrastwe
Structure %eries was primarily designed to help tz‘[}glangua,ge teacher in
hxs problénis@. The volumes which were publ‘ished eflect the transfer in_
linguistics from pure ,structuraHsm over ? tra sformational grantnar lt
ts ominous ir~a sense that to this day th M&ﬂ%ﬂés r’mmh the Tast, -
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The Hungarian project has expanded rapidly in the last few years: the
approach is eclectic (see Dezsd and Stephanides 1976). Problems of theory *
and methodology have attracted quite a lot'of attention in Yugoslavia and
Romania but so far the résults have been fairly traditional. !
No 'complete' contrastive grammar has been published. The introduc-

tory Po'Hsh-Eng'hsh contrastive gramar, which 1s in press in.Poland, is 3
primarily a textbook of contrastive linguistics based on T3 (Fisiak et al. -
> 1975). The book by Burgschmidt-and Gotz (1974) is, despite its namel-a - ™~ °

general introduction to CA, not a German-English grammar (see James ‘1976).
K i Severa] nkw projects have been started in the 1970s. . The' Swedish- . -
Engll&coﬂt(utive studies project (SECS) in Lund concentrated on error K'
, anmlysis. Amalyses with English have also been launched in.Jyviskyl3
- (Hnnish) Copenhagen (Damsh). and -Leuven (French). A1l of fhese apply
eclecttc methodology'and aim at, pract1ca'| ends. An important centre in b
the field is the Mannheim Institute of the Ger-man language yhere German
is contrasted with French, Spanish, and Japanese. anfong others (Stickel ~ a
1 1976) . . -
Most of the introductory material on CA §s availabYe in a number of -
.. Jconference reports (e.g. Alatis (ed.) 1968, Filipovic (ed.) 1971, Nickel '
(ed ) 197,-1974 ;- Chitoran (ed.). 1976) Di Pietro made an attempt to re~ .
view contrastwe linguistics for pedagog1ca'| purposes on the basis of TG .
(0i P'ietro 1971); for applied purposes the book ‘contains only rather
scanty material, Krzeszowsk1'§ contrastive generatwe grammar (1974) 'is
an important landmark in the history of contrastwe theory formation; it
“,@ leads the way towards SEi11 deeper CA. By the mid-seventigs, a-clear pic-
T ture of the influence of TG grammar on contrastive ana'lysis has developed
(Ll.ipmsk 975). Several JG problems have proved, fnntful from the
theoretical point of view while the number .of pracUcal applicatJons has
remained small (see van/Buren 1976, Kohn 1976). Far the time being at least, .
it is too early to téi'l if a TG approach to CA, wﬂl be any more ﬁ'uitful
for applied purposes than structuralism. The major reason for this may be
the simple fact that applications of linguistics are not really possible LR
un'Iess the study starts from the problems and tries,to, find out if there
= is anything in hngu1st1cs that rn1ght be useful in solving them. Purity
of theory is thus secondary ) :
The Titerature concermng CA is vast. The most recent bibliography !
(SaJavaara and Lehtonen {ed.) 1975)contains some 1 000 tit"les for the pe~
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. "complete'~contrastive presentations of any two languages and that the
. Qﬁ studies between English and French and between English dnd Ryssian were
- never published. . . ) N
- The Georgetown conference struck‘fhe‘heaviest note of criticism and
for many people this note seems to have subsisted as the last word about
CA; in most cases the criticism has been aécepted without further coﬁéid-
er1ng the deve1opnent which led to it. The Georgetown conference a]so .
introduced error ana?ys1s (EA) .as a 'contestant® to CA. The d1scuss1on Cos
‘ which follows is unnecessari]y garbled by views which see these two types
/ of analysis as opponents The re-evaluation of CA went on at the P6c1f1t
Conference on Contrastive Linguistics and Language Universals, which was
held in Hawaii in 1971 (see Whitman and Jackson (ed.) 197’3 v e s
While American contrastive linquistics siowly died but as @ result
’“d‘ of gevere criticism, the interest in this area of 11ngu(st1c study was
.+ refived in Europe. Tre GerMan-English PAKS in Kiel’, later 1n Stuttgast,
the Polish-English project in Poznaf, the Serbo-Crgatian-English Pproject
" in Zagreb, the Romanian- Eng]ush project in Bucharest and the Hungarian-
English in Budapest {see F111povwe Ted.) 1971) were Taunched in. the mid-
snxt1e§. A1l of the projects init-ally announced pedagogscal aogllggjgao
as their major objective; from the very beginning, however,~the research
. carried out under their a.spices covered widely different areas. The
R PAKS projectt concentrated on the prob1ems of app1y1ng transformationai- 3
generative grammar to CA (Kdnig 1971). after. some prom~s1ng worl ‘the
project was discontinued due to a lack of funds. The Po11sh project has

7
4

]

R . been highly productive (see Kawinska (ed.)‘T§7E). It hae orientate% to- T
. wards the more theoretical aspects of CA - for the past five years with- ¢ |
> . .in tfie framework of[generat1ve semantics. Pedagogical app11cat1ons are )

' few in number. / . ‘j&
. The Zagreb progect awns at more pract1ca1 ob3ect1ves which is‘re- 3

flected in a separate pedagogical reports series (e g. F11}p0v1c (ed y1974)

in the beginning, the results — as voluminous as thoée-of thé Polish pro-
. o ject — were rather conventional as a result of a close adheﬁeqce to a
translation corpus but more recently the analysis has fol]owed develop~
ments in linguistic® theory more closely (F111povic 1976) AFrom the very s
beginning the Roman-English proJect sought ways of aypiding the tradition- -
al contrast1ng of structures and has approached error analysis w1th psy'
cholinguistic start1ng points (Slama-Cazacu 1971a; 1974, Chitoran 1976)

i
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riod of tha past ten years, and the bibliography is by no means exhaus-

’ . tive. There also exists a recent b1bhography of error ana]ys1s (Palmberg ’
(ed.) 1976). )
N . Traditional CA is characterized by the methodological principle that

. the structure of the languages to-be cortrasted will have to be descibed
first by means of one and the same theoretical model. and these descrip-

. tions are then contrasted for the specification of similarities and dis-
similarities. In most cases, the procelure is one of the ;following five
(see, e.g. Kihlwein 1975;85-86): (1) ‘the same categoriesqof the two lan-
guages are contrasted; (2) the equivalents for a certain category of the ,
target language are sought in the source 1anguage; (3) rules or hierarch-
jes of rules in the two languages are compared; (4) tﬁe analysis starts
from a semantic category whose surface realizations are sought in the
1anguages to be contrasted. and (5) the aralys1s starts from various uses

- of 1anguage - ’ -

REASONS FOR THE 'CRISIS' OF CA SN
Despite the fact that"most of the hterature criticizing CA der\yec
its information from dated mdterral, it is quite evident today that trad-
1tional CA has been unable to solve the problems which hawe mor o
‘ applied CA. Most of the criticism centres yu)d’the papers presented at
°the Georgetown conference and ta rt/rwmg force from,the strong
hypothesis MM seventies, there still appear re-
o -~ —VieWws 6f CA™in which post-Georgetown deve]opments have been disregardec
/ ‘(see e.g. Sanders 1976, Dirven 1976) » James s paper (1971) refutes most
\ 5 of the points taken up in the criticisn 1n the 1960 . More attention U
.. should however be paid to criticism which starts m the fact that an
wmportant part of CA has heen much too abstract as compared to 1ts ob- -
Jectives (Slama-Cazacu 1971',,8aysch 1973). - ,
' The reasons for criticism can be found in the hist'qry of CA, in the
o heterogeneous nature of the criticism itself, in the theoretical and
S . methodo]ogma] problems of (;A and in the genera] problems” of ’|1ngt_ns’.5'c
) theory. The areas causing criticism can be classif‘fe’d in the following
way: ’

'

‘ K t
(1) relevance for ‘lahguage teaching:

- {(a) the predictive nature of CA; ) . :
o () language teaching methooology and CA; ‘
ERIC — s .
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(2)- structuralism agd CA. \h\ .o . . \

(3) the turmail in the theory of grammar;
¢ (4), the theory.and methodology ‘of CA: o
(a) the problem of equivalence; . c. ey

. . . < * 5
(b) the theory\of tranefnr. - ‘ .

o §

(c) the independspce of linguistic descriptiond; ' . : ’
(d) the abstract mture of the analysis; K s
(e) the static nature of the analysis; ,

7~ {5) .the naturerof the critici . )
It is somehow contradictory that at the same time as'CA is severely o

45 Criticized it appeals to m_ore' and more research-workers all over the world.
Eacfh one of the above points will be discussed separately below.

L

Raéuance 404 Language tmclwtg = The first phase of CA in the =~
Umted States can be connected with objectwes relevant for language teach-
ing, as implied by the first statements by Fries (1945). In most cases, -
however, traditional CA produced results which were-either platitudes known
to every experienced 1anguage teacher or such ahstract centrasts that their
application for language teachmg purposes seemed fruitless. Most of the 7
resu]ts were of the type which could be revea]ed easily by means of error
anafys1s. and it is not surprising thﬂ&‘proponents of EA were able to gg1n
ground Th1s resulted 1n a lengthy discussion about which of the twp shou]d
be preferred to the other or which of the two ‘should be subordinated to I
the other — whether CA is subs1d1ary to EA or the other way round, To a
certain extent, the djstinction between the 'strong' and 'weak' hypotheses
of CA cleared the air (Hardhaugh 7970), but by the end of f the 19708 it has
‘become quite evident that linguisycannot solve all the probI%of
language leatning because not all-/of them are hngu1st1c. . ) |
The obvious 3 ion of CA with the mother tongue of Tanguage learn~- ’
ers ed‘ﬁither point of criticism because in this way CA was seen T e
to' conflict with the audio- -lingual method of Tanguage teaching. The con-
fhct derives from a misconception about the role of CA in the service of
language teaching: applied CA does not necessah_]y rnean that CA is takeﬂ.
to the clas.sr‘oom.‘The idea that a bilingual method automatical]y means
the aqceptance of contrastive methodology is also wrong bilingual teach- -
ing does not necessari]y imply CA; in superficial contrastmg it may even '

be misleading. . s I .
O . t . - .
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Eontext, however, that American‘strhcturalism, as advocated by Sapir and

- 4

Stnuctuﬂalem and CA. — The early phases of CA are closely related

’

“to Amer1can structuralism, and many of the early contrastive analyses

were written under the influence of the Bloomf1eld1an type of structur-
alism. Sttucturalism lays a strong” emphas1s on ¢1fferences between lan-
guages, and when it became evident that CA cannot concentrate on dis-
tinctions alone but should pay attention fo similarities, structura'hsmv
turned out to be a rather odd bedfellow. It is worth pointing out in this

Whorf, also sowed the seeds of the research on language universals. Since
it was considered essential for successful CA that the two language§ were
frst described in terms of one and same model and strugturaMsms-¥or 3ts
part, concentrated on flatures which were language-specific, it was not
surpfising that structural CA could not succe;d'in ﬁeeting the applied
objectives. - ) ) &

The tuwmoil in the theory of grammar. — The history ot\tontrdstive'
linguisties shows that “the descriptions of individual languages which
have been adopted for CA have changed in accordance with the developmeﬁt

. of linguistic theory, Th1s is, for 1nstance reflected in the Contrdstive

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

Structure Series, where the steucturalistic approach of the early analy- - N

ses is replaced by a TG model in the later ones. Several of. the projectsq ~—
launched®in the course of thegpast ten‘years have remained eclectic with-
out adhering too closely to agg one of the existing theoreti&al models ,
{(e.g. the Romanian-English proiect and the Serbo-Croatian one}. The only .
one which has taken a firm stand in th1s respect isithe Polish-Znglish

'project which is based on ﬁeneratwe sefnantms For “theoretical CA 1t

makes no difference which one of the existing models is selected it
fulfils the demands of descrjptive adequacy; the best model is obvidusly
the one which explains a wider range 6f parameters (see Fisiak et al.
1975). This does not necessarily mean,_gowever, that this kind of model
serves applied purposes a3 well, ® .

Today, the problems of syntactic theory are gréater thé?ﬁ@én years
ago, and'there are few people today who are willing to predict in which
direction syntactic theory will develop in the next few years; there s
no generally accepted model for linguistic description, which also ipp11es
that th!?e/;re not (and will not be in the very near future at leést)

8 )
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any comptete descriptions of any two languages according to gne and the- M

. samgmodel. Since it is not-possible to make use of descriptions of this |

’ ' k’i.nd for CA, the fivst/task awaiting a/contra'stiv1st has(been the de- ; \
. . scr1w relevant 13nguages, which has been an obvious cause of ‘
|

|

= prob]ems of, various kinds.

© One more confhctmg ingredient was introduced by the reahzatlon

' toyards the end of the 1960s of the fact that a sentence which is sepa- ': .
rated ¥rom its context is not an exhaustive start1ng point for hngtnshc oo e
discussion

o T — t

- The w’ty and_methodology of. CA - Discre‘;?nmes and contradw 1ons o

in contraktive methodo]ogy ‘have been a self- ev1dent 1nst1gator for crit-

ics. ! -

; (a) Contrastive a%lyms 1s mostly huﬂd: upon uamlfutmn eqw.va-

IS N Lence as established by a b1‘l1ngua1 mformant At a crude level Of ana- :a\ .

\ o lysis, translatioh’ equ1ya1ence seryes’ as 3 sa%isfactory basis of con- . "

-——— _trasting but it is'not unamb1guous as a theoretical concept (see, e.g., .
Bouton 1976).. The interrelationship between form and meaning remains,a
burning problem despite attempts to solve it (Marton 1968, Krzeszowski
197, 1974 1- 14) There is no safe method for the specification-of the

‘ surface’ categor1es wh1ch correspond to certain deep semantic ent1t1e%
(cf. James 1976). what th1s implies 'in practice is that contrastive pres-
entations result in pa_ra]lel descriptions at best of pairs qf languages.

. It does not seem possibfle to solveTthese problems before we are able to . .
+§ establish a hierarchy of various grammatical, referential, n8t1ona1, , <
-4 soc1ohngu1st1.c and textlinguistic factors necessary for the interpre- .
S tation ofMun1cat1ve jntentions. - 3 e
v (b) Under the influence of Harris (1954), on thg .one hand, aﬁ the .

psychblogy of learn ,°6n the other, thé ﬂany 0§ thansfer has played 5 —-*v'-—‘:"
‘ an important fole' in the development of 4 and applied CA, Nebative trans- / . )
- fer, i.e. interference, is expected to re SUTE in erroneous forms in the R
~ 1anrguage of the learner. Simjlar to the problems connec\ed wrtrrans- .
lation eqliivalence, it has proved rather difficult to tel]‘wmch kind of °
units and at which level- th‘rs:tr"hsferpta_lgg,s_.place (see Slama- Cazacu 1971,
James 1976). Moreover, it is difficult to draw a boundary between ipter-
"’mer and various unconscious strateg es whose puroose is to make

the forewgn-]anguage learning task easier (for a thotough iscussion of

O
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the problems involved see Keneman 1977).

(c) The mdependem:e 05 the deseriptitng of structures in two lan-
guage$, which 1s considered essential for CA, is illusory only. All ma-
Jor gramnahca] models have been credted in closé adherence to gescrip-
tions of certain individual lang/ua/ges (see James 1§76) describing other
languages by using such mode]/s a]ready means contrasting: of Eﬁie kind,
and the independehce of such a description 1s questionable. HON reliable '

« any further contrastive analyses between these language.s are nemams a,
serious theoretical. problem S

(d) The abét/mc,t nature of the analysis has aTways been a frmtful
source of cnticxsm It i obvious that oaly rarely can a solution to the
problems of 'tanguage\teachmg be found in CA wh1ch is pureJy hngmstw!

allmlms are not linguistic: Yet CA can be blaried for its abstract .

~- nature (e\q Slama-Cazacu 1971, Bausch 1973) only if contrastive hngu1s-
tics is regarded as a field of applied linguistics, and there lis no reas-
on to do so. Theoretical contrastive Hngu%.stics is clearly a branch of *
"theoretical Tinguistics. If the area of applied-linguistics is expanded
-to cover the application of a granmat1ca1 model to the description of
an 1nd1v1dua1 language, most contrastive work falls mthm this area. It
is rather qifficult, however, to draw the boundary between theoretical
and apphed research unless all research with'a definite objective out-
side~pure1y scho]arly 1nterests is cons1dered as applied research (see

I3

. Barrera-Vidal and K'uh]wem 1976: 7)

.

- Fraditional CA has also been too abstract n another sense: 11: has
been too far rémoved *from the reality of a language learner. The research
has net started from the problems which # teacher or a learner may have .
had: appligations have been,exnected to result like parasites from theo-
retical contrasts (see Sharwood Smith 1975, ¢f. Bausch and Raabe 1975

- and Wilkins 1972) Despite finely formulbted objectives, CA has too often

“become art for art’s sake. Cn‘f?a&twe prohlems have been discussed 1
(@ vacuum vnthout any clear 1ink with the prob'lems raised n the state-
ments concermng the objectives, or in many cases t?eoretmal CA; wh1ch
has an autonomous status as a self- stfficient disc1plmé Without any

' consideration of poss1b1e applications, has been” made for the purposes
of language teacfiing and has then been criticized f&r not hanng apphi-
cations in 1anguage,.teaching: this kind of dcriticism has been justm‘ed
if the contrastivists themselves have been unable to see the distinction

5
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between ‘theoret‘ical and applied CA. v
Many theoretical contrastive descriptions are based on models o/
linguistic competence. Such mode'ls.hav‘e not, however, been designed to
predict how this competence is réflected at the performance 1evel of.an
individual user of the language. For theoretical: purposes a ﬂescriptive
.adequacy of the model is necessary: a theoretical analysis can never be

. eclectic (F1siak 1975: 345) For applied. purpose& no such precond1t1ons

are necessary . . x.

- In some models the deCOdmg process of the communication theory ‘has
been used to describe the ‘problefs of foreign danguage learning and there-
by extended to cover CA (see Chitoran 1970, Nickel 1971). In such models,
"the contrast between the source language and the target lanquage i&%'seen
as a continuous active process which~ is supposed to be ref'lected in Both
the d1daotio and methodic programmng of teach,mg Th1s approach does not

" solve the bas1c problems connected with the abstract nature of those lin-
guistic descriptions chh are not cormeq:ed to the communicative function.

Apphed contrastive 'I1ngu1st1cs aims at selecting from all the mate-
rial avfmable the elements whi¢h are necessary for a certain specific pur-
pose. In rnost cases this means that hngu1st1c competence will haye to be
correlated to performance,. the rneamngfu'l use of linguistic and other para-
meters in var1oqs comuhicative tasks.From a,contrastive point of view -
it is important to see what decisions the speaker has-to make to produce
a foré1gn language utterance instead of a native-language one on the basis
of one and the same set of concepts and -conmumcatwe 1ntent1ons (cf.
‘Marton 1974). - ‘ ’

{e) Traditional CA is based on too static a view of the inter- 'Imgua]
contrasts. It is static in a number of ways: (1) The variation of natural
languages is disregarded, mainly because the descriptions of individual
languages are Based on the scholar's competence or normative descriptions
(2) The source 'Ianguage and target Tanguage are considered to be equal as
far as the student is concerned (see, .however, Fisiak 1975). (3) The learn-
er s\/p051tion in relation to the target language (as well as to the source
language) is régarded as stable; yet an elementary learner is in a position

different from' that of an advanc;ﬂ\leﬁner (for an :-j/eresh ng discussion _
gj,_thiigigtinction.as regards the 1éxicon, see Martdn 1977), a child's,
position is different from ‘that of an adult, etc. While the proficiency
1n the foreign language increases, the learner's stand in relatiqn to both’
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’ ‘\ ) langdages changes radically. (4) Not much attention ha's been paid to the . :
\ roles of the speakqr and the hearer-and the constant shifting of these '
' “rdles in a~conmun1cat1ve situation. The psycholog1ca] and neurological
spects of, the process of production and that of perception remain un-
. .,  known for the most part, it seems probab1e that the theories based on
' . the cemmunication theory which regarded these processes as equivalents -
- of encod1ng and decoding are not correct. Production and recept1on cannot
i be considered reverse processes mirror images of each other. The natlfe
/ speaker seems to rely ona capac1ty of predictign ghweh‘1s der1ved feonr>“
// * - his experiepce with the language. Perce#ption actuatly m@ans parallel
// ) construction\of the sentence by means of all available cyes, both lin-
/ -guistic and non-linguistic.
. It is quite evident today that much more attention shéuld be paid
s ) to the d1fferent roles of the speaker/hearer for ‘the purposes of applled
¢ toh\rast1ve ana]ys1s J
- * _ | . " \/ .
" The naéuie 0§ ‘the cnxfxcxsm. ~ Most of the criticism of CA has" s
dwelt on the fact that CA has been unable to meet the objectives which
were set for 14 1n the f1tt1es' Few critics have stopped to question’
’ whether CA was actual1y able to. p1n901nt l1ng01st1c structures whose
analysIS would produce desired, relets It 1s c]ear today that early CA
dvd not meet 1ts objectiwves, but it 1s difficult to tell where it reallv ‘
went wrong. what was def1n1te1y not wroffg was<the basic idea of contrast- '
1ng ]anguages, the ev1dence of transfer and interference even at a rathpr
superficral level of ana]ys1s s S0 plent1fu] that *t cannot be 1gnored
If the badic assumpt1on was not wrong, wh1ch mplies the v§11d1ty of a
N ! contrast1ve analysis hypothes1s, then the source of the problems will
“have to be sought mn the ways and means of carryin§ out the task oF\con-
trag;1ng languages: thf only. corcluslon which can be drawn from a d1s-
* cussion like thig is the wnsufficiency of the.study of the linguistic
parameters for the solution of the prab]ems which CA was expected to
untangle, , .

—

In'many cases, error ana]ys1s was offered as aud n the methodologic-
al cr1sfs of CA (see e.g., Grucza 1976) 1t was considered e1th§r ada ,
replacement for Cx or as a prlmary Tevel of analysis to which CA was to
be.subordinated. Yet many prqponents of EA failed to see that applied CA °
@ ' -and EA 3re both methods whose target s one and the same: the problems
ERIC » . .-

) . . -

~




E

.

‘\analysis (see Slama-Cazacu (ed.) 1975).- .
o

)

Chomskyan barderline between competence and performance has been disin- 2=

\ = ]

connetted mth the learner s 1anguage Several scholars= Jnterested n this

area have expressed the opinfon® that CA should begin with fhe investiga- N .
tion .0f the phenomenon for which 1t was originally created, i.e. inter- '
ference (;ee e.g. Slama-Cazacu 1971, Bausch 1973). The R W
tontrastive project ha's successfully apw.thfrsm:afn its contact )

In the. last few years, proponents of error analys1$ have given .up “t,heo
one-sided dascription of learners® errors in Favour of the study of inter- &
language (approximate system) In this way, a rather static bas1s of afia- '
1ysis has been replaced by an analys1s of the processes of 1anguage learn- ¢
1ng. the learner's language is no longer seen as an erronecus form of the~ ‘ .
language but as an &tat de dialecte (Corder 1972, 1975). 2

Bt is certainly wrong to assume that CA and EA are subsidiary to each
other or that they only complement one.another. Rather, they are twd f1e1ds
of inquiry within a vast entity, the research 1nto the problems of learn- e
ing’ strategies. The main emphasis should be put on the whole of the learn- ’
er's language; CA and“AE should ‘be,correlated to each other within this
framework (they cannot be separated); furthermore, they should be corre- -

lated to the general principles of communicative networks.
%

,COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE - , : ’

.

In the linguistit discussion,df the last few years, the oridina]

tegrating, mainly under the influence of socio istic research Lin- .

gu1st1c competence — most of the attention hasiﬁ'ben ocused on granmat’ -

ical competencé — 1is now seer to be a'part of a wider ent: ty; the entire

communicative behaviour of the human being 1s now under scrutiny. Emphasis

lies on-ufterances in contexts wher:e they are made (see Campbell and Wales '

1970). Grammatical competence has been replaced by communicative compe-\

tence, %mh means the ability to comminicate \Ferbally and non-verbally .¢

1rkcu1tura11y restr1cted contexts. Furthermore, communicative cg@apetence ~-

is an element i’a wider entity, sociocultural competence {see Dirven et
1976.2), but for the purposes of the present discussion this distinc-

* tion can be disregarded. The same concerns the distinction between commu-

O

nicative competence and communicative behavicur (Piepho 1974:12). (For
various terminological and related problems connected with the concept
f communicative competence, see Ustman and Phillips 1977). et ‘

.

- R
A i Tex: provided by ERIC

- L et N




Communicative ‘competence p&nsist§ of graﬁmatica? competence and
pragmatics. A major part of linguistic research has so far centred round
tﬁe prob] ems of graﬁngtical competénce invo]v}ng various aspects of the

. }nterre]ationship between form and meaning. Communication is a form of o
social be?aviour which cannot be separeted from the context where it
Ka takes place and where the participants in the communicative act are in-
volved in constant interaction; pragmatics can he considered the set of
rules for such an interactional behaviour. It can be 1%¥kened to a game; - .
language structures correspond to various pieces and the rules to rules
of the game: .

Speech communicattion is a series of events resembling a game
in whigh each time we make a move we have to produce for ourselves
the piece we intend to move. It is difficult to tetl what is more '
N + important in the game: if we do not know the pieces used in the game
{recog@ize phonemes of a foreign language in speech), we cannot in-
terpraD the moves of our oppdnent even if wé know the rules of the
- game; if we are not acquainted with the rules of the game (for in-
N ‘stance, the phonological structure of words in the language), the
mere skill of recognizing the 'characteristics of the pieces is not
sufficient; if we are not-able to shape our, pieces so that the o
ponent can recognize our foves, it will be difficutt—for Gur oppo-
nent to grasp the meaning/of- MTENton tn the game. Just like
the game of_chess, spe commuriication ¥s a game played by two peo- °

ple whiose respective moves always take place ih response to those

* of the fellow player. In a' speech game it is equally imﬁortant for

us' to understand what our fellow speaker means by what he says as
- it is for the speaker of a foreign languege to understand the mean-
ing of our message. The purpdse of the speech game is not however

to checkmate the Oppon2ht.(Lehtonep= Sajavaara and May 1977:12.),

In comunicative situations, the pragmatics, i.e. the rules of the

game, consist of various parameters reYated to psycholinguistics (e.g.,
P the attitudes of the speaker and the_héérer and ﬁo;sit%i third parties
.. towards the speech situation), to social psycho]ogy,(e.g;, the roles of
‘the participants), and to sociolinguistics (e.g., various norms involved).
In interactional behaviour it s necessary.for the participants to rdog- .
nize and heed each other's communicative intentions. Communicative behav-
jour is based on a number of rules, 'conversational .postulates’, which~
are seldom ignored (see Grice 19]5; Gordon and Lakoff£ﬁ975, Lakoff 1972). *~
For the time being, we have not yet got enough information about the rel- . -
evance 6f all the different parameters whiéh are present at a communica-
, tive act (see in particular 6olopentia-Eretescu 1974). The following 1ist
i§ not exhaustive: speaker, heirer, time and place, code (broken down to
various components), channel, various prerequisites of the speaker;heaner

. "lz:iﬂ::
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(knowledge of the world, knowledge of the other parties of the speech
event, social relat1onsh1ps and roles, including var1ous rules of polite-
nEEZ and hierarchies, .norms, understand1ng of ear11er messages, most of
whwch 15 normally covered by the concept of_presupposwtlon), Intentions
of the speaker and the hearer, affective states, non-verbal elements of
the communicative act, and problem-solving capacwéy (see Wunderlich 197N,
Dirven and Radden 1976:63, Fawcett 1973:8, Baur et al. 1975, Hennig and

" Huth 1975). In many cases, the verbal part of the message may be so gar-

bled that 1t remains unintelligible to persons who are not acquawnted
with at least the mayority of the parameters listed above.

The communicative approach has meant that language 1s no lonéer stud-
red as a 'grammar’', abstract, divorced from 1ts user, but 1S approached
as a means of human interaction. In this respect; ]anguage follows the
sama rules as other types of behaviour, and the description of how peo-
ple use language will have to be correlated to our knowledge of man's
overall cognwtive behaviour and perceptive capacities. For languége teacra
ng, the communicative approach has meant the connecfwoh of linguistic
elements with meaningful speech acts and with contexts where speech acts
are made. Today 3t 1s also clear that the situational approach to lan-
guage teaching does not really mean any thorough change n the grammatical
and audidlingual mechod unless some sort of a notional br functional sys-
tem is introduced at~the ame time. The speech acts will have to be con-
nected with contexts, J txaﬁgct of research is needed 1n the ordering
of various notional, referent1a1, soc10linguistic and contextua! factors

The communicative behav1our of°d speaker of a fore1gn language could
be viewed through the concept of ‘fluency’, which is often. used to de-
scribe the high-level performance of a good fore*gn -lapguage learner and
which is often, wrongly, connected with the productiom of a certain rate
of speech, Crw;erva such as lack of hesitation and pauses, length of sen-
tences$, absence of gyror&f etc are also often mentioned, but there 1s no
scientific defwnwtwon/of fThency (see, howelVery Leeson 1975).

Fluency cannot however be~agproached from>the speakerfs point of view
alone: the communicative situation will have to be observed as an entwty
in which the hearer has an 1mportant function. The speaker N performance
15 conditioned by the hearer s perfarmance, i.e the 11ngU1§t1c and other
cues the Yatter receives from the speaker or ﬁndependently Brwngs into the

- Q municative act; 1s also conditioned by.the alternation of the roles of
ERIC ) , v
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speaker and hearer between the participants in Xhe act.
- Fluency necessarily implies quality of performance which consjis
v +a multiplicity of factors (this list is not exhaustive and should be/con-

A . &lso Lehtonen, Sajavaara and May 1977 20-22). .
Linguistic factors: . ’

’(1) phonological and phonetic factors: absence of phonetic a
. nologica] errors, also as concerns suprasegmental featur

e

pho- T

PRI ~;"",—}‘L-’ : era.{:w utteranees To fulfil the cnmunlgatwe need:
’ - (3) semantic Factors: awaréness of the mterre]atwnsm
t . tax and semantics and of the fnfluence'%,?aextrahngm
. on landuage; :

matic problems see Marton 1977);
) ‘ (5) textual factors: sensitivity to cWelhpms
i Psychologu;a] (neuro]og1ca1) factors: o
) (1) absence of phono]og1ca1 distortign er}ht abput by i creased
. breath1ng rate and noise caused by tenswn./l 0]
(2) absence of ‘pauses and hesitation not allowed by natfive speakers,
(as a result of 1nsuff1c1ent linguistic competence r vanous psy-
" chological factors such as ‘t‘énswn or shyness)
<« . Sociwolinguistic factors: - ’

1x1s, etc..

'"\

- - ~

.~ (1) awareness of social judgpent¥ anecessar(y‘ for the pr
' acceptable utterances inhy given situatifi;
. o, (2) sensitivity to various soc*‘:o)mgmshc cultural nd environmental
ot features 1nc1ud1ng those wh1ch‘*ar‘b hased on inter erqonal rela-

pductiop of

L%

tionships; . , L
. (3) correct interpretation of the varieties of languafje and the func-
- tional values of’ iderance; « : . |
(4) ab1hty to make the *hecessary judgments’ and decidions. within the
time constraints of the communicative s1tuatmn. Ithe vimits are -
- ot set by the speaker/hearer interaction, which for iis part is con-
ditioned by a complex of internal (personal and rwon-persona]) and

EMC | o efternal parameters. . _-]. 6 |
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Existence or non-existence of fluency cannot be attr1buted to any ~
*ngle one of thesde factors or even a comb1nat1on of them. Hes1tat1on N

. ggd pauses as well as false, starts and rephrasings are qu-«te natural ip

guage perfonnance would be any d1ffarent . gmmnce is L4
an indication of the fact that the speaker overns the geﬁecatwe ang-
recursive powers of the language, which, However, is only one ingred1ent W
of fluency. The phenomen(sketched above a‘ﬁproach conmumcatwe compe-

tence it is 1mposs1b1e to distinguish fluency from comnumca:twe coms -

petence N B )

COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE AND CA . RN

e T’Q}; native language of a speaker and-the foreign ]anguages wh;(;h he
i may_ speak can be regarded as parts of his communicative competence. learn- °

ing a foreign languaée n1eans expansion of this competence over to the area

of another code, He can expand Ha]hday s (1975) analysis of the learmng -

df L] and talk’ about 'learmng how to mean' in ahother code, another lan-

glage. This 1mphe$ that many af the parameters.which were discussgd in ., s
{ the precedmg chapter remain more or tess 'unchanged CA should therefore ?

be d1rected to glements of communicative competénce wh1ch will have to x

be changed as compared to L1 competence to make L2 competence operative d

(cf. Marton 1974) Since communicative competence 1nc1udes a wide range

of elene}vts which are outside gramnat1ca1 competence, 1t 1s now evident ?%’é
that traditiopal CA “failed to serve the purposes of apphed linguistics
e simply for the reason that contrast1ng grammatical competence is. highly
insufficient; evén 1f we wanted to devote cur ana]ys1s to linguistic e]e- ’ '
'ments in.CA, the results of this analys1s should be correlated to the

cher aspects of communicative competence. . - K

The communicative approach necessarily leads to contrastive discourse N

analysis. Contrasts of -structures which are carried out 1n laboratory con- *
‘ditions will a]ways remain abstractions from the applied point of view,

and it is therefore necessary to study all the various factors of commnu- W
. n1cat1on and the comumcatwe act which make it posslble, or impossible,
for the part1c1pants to understand the messages, Trad1t1ona1 CA has been
much too simple” for this’, ‘and it has postulated .contrasts which are far
from the psycholinguistic reality of bilingual language user. The psycho;
AN 'I1ngu1st1c contrast takes place 1n, the form of a' cohtact -in the 'mind’

3
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§ ' of the language learHEr Moregver, the Speaker and thJ'hearer have been
considered from one and the. same angle: for contrastive»commun1cat1ve
purposes, jt is té be remembered that the role of the student as\a speak-

o er is h1gh1y different from his role as a hearer (see Lehtonen, Sajavaara

¢, and May 1977: 16>19) PN ) /

~

CA will have to be expanded to the\follow1ng aress: ‘"9;&

(1) LLnguéath neseanth is needed 1n various subd1sc1p11nes of lin- %
guistic analysis (phonetics syntax, senant1cs, lexicon, text) Tt is no
sufficient, However, to'analyse the systems of the two languages as mere7
- parallels. Instead, these systems will have to be brought §Wde by side /

X . in relevant contexts for making observations on parameters which affecﬂ .
. the intelligibility of messages in compuunicative situatidns. This 1mp1 es .
- research on the.Ll and L2 discourse of the same informanfs andjgn their w
“verbal and non- verba] communicative behav1our w1th native and "non- -native
Py speakers of. the tari@t\lan::age concerned. The whole of the discourse
., T must be obsbfved both cortect and erroneous elements.! Part1cu1ar at-
. tentxbn shou]d be pa1d to ;eatures which bring dbout a 'fore1gn accent’
\‘ (see Jenner i976) . ST e .

) PAychOl&ngd&bi&c neaeanch (the boundary between this area and .
the - types of research mene\pned above is not categor1ca1) will include™
investigations into the types of hesitation and pauses allowed in L2
discourse w1thout the communication.being twisted and into the effects
of h$s1tat1on "and shyness in L1 ‘nd L2, part1cu1ar1y as related to in-

. suff1c1ent~11ngu1st1c competence. Contrastive psycholinguistic stud1es

toof varwous attitudinal and:emotive factors are also needed.
. (3) Contrastive AocLoIAnyuLA(Lc studies are needed of the social
. decisions which a speaker-hearer is\\spected to make for his utterances
i to be acceptable in given social situafions. We need contrast1ve infor-
L mation about the ipfluence of the variation in the two languages on the * ¢
1anguage contact and about the influence of various Tunctions of lan-
M .. guage. The roles of the speaker hearer (including the role of the for-
+.-+ eigner) and various ‘norms affecting communication w111 have to be 1n-
*  vestigated from a contrastive ang]e‘ The time factor teferred to abave -
- ¢ Js an- 1mportant soc1ol1nguistic factor: we w111 have to- 1nvest1gate how

. ! Eor the methodology and practice of contrastive d1scourse analysis '
see Lehtonen, Sajavaara and Korpimies 1977. 1

Q .
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. much time the speakers have as conditwned by the situation and the speak-

-

o

er¢hearer interaction in order to make dec1s1ons regerds the imple- !

mentatwn of thg'ir communicative intentions.

CONCLUSION S .

** Language has several ritualistic and conve 1 el é "'Such h
ents are easily overemphasized in fore1gn 3::}0{ because

< 7 of their stable character (this was tleérly ev1dent in the audwhngual TTT—

‘method). Instead of a ritual, language should be seenithe way Halliday

+{1975) sees it, as a potential, and language teaching should aim at a

highly efficient use of this potential. This concerns the mother tongue

and the foreign/second lar.xguagesfa]jke. Language-was compared above to

a game which may be governed differel‘itly (’} different people depending -
on their ‘different capa’cit?esz the rules a¥e the same for everybody l;‘ut

the tactics and strategie$ applied may differ considerablys The rules

vary from language to langudge, and it is quite evident today that tra-
d1t1ona1 CA has only scratched the surface’ of this complex of rules, the
lmgu1st1c and conmumcatwe behakur of the human being. CA may be

criticized for this, but this does not mean that the contrastive hypoth- b
esis has no validity. , -l

-
R ., !
~ Do A h “
~
N~ ‘ / -
. ’
~ e
L)
N
&\ 3
' {
'
e '
I - -
~
] -
.
.
” .
kA i
-
- »e
k] . e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . - '

o



% | ,_\).' o \g,"
EOGRAPHY

(ed ) 1968. Contrastive LLnguLAtLCA and its Pedagogical
N Impl4catxon6 Monograph Series on Language$ and L1ngu1st1cs 21,
#-7 % Washington, 0.C.: Georgetown University Press.

‘Barrera-Vida¥, A. and W. Kihlwein. 1975. Angewandte LL"QULA(&& furn den
- énmdzspmchuchen Untvwdvt Dortmund: Lens1n§

Baur, M., R.S. Baur K.-R, Bausch, H. Brammerts, K. K)eppin, E.-Libbert
and A. Moffat. 1986. ngmwlz und Fremdsprachenunterrnicht: eine
e nollentheonetibche Pilotstidie, Manuskripte zur Sprachlehrforschung
. * 8, Bochum:Zentrales Fremdspracheninstitut der Ruhr-Universitat -
Bochum.

%ausch K.-R. 1973. Kontrast1ve Linguistik, in W, A Koch (ed ) 1973,
Perspekteven den L4ngu45t¢k 1, Stuttgart: Kroner, 159-182.

y Bausch, K.-R. and H. Raabe. 1975. Der Filter 'Kontrastivitat' in einer:

' Lehrérgrammatik: eine Skizze der Probleme und Perspektiven, in *
Beitrdge und Materialen zun Ausbildung von Fremdsprachbnlehrenn 2,
Bochum: Zentra]es Fremdspracheninstitit der Ruhr-Universitaf.  _ ..
Bochum 415-439, %

Bouton, L F. 1976. The Problem of Equ1va1encgrin’Contrast1ve Analysis,
TRAL 14, 143- 163

van Buren, P. 1976 Rev1 W) Kerszowski 1974, 18B-Utiecht 1, 250-329.

}ﬂuvgsc*nndt» #v<¥nd 0. Gotz. ]97H§ Kontrastive Languistik Deutsch/Englos cp
Hueber Hochschu]re1he 23. Minchen: ‘Hueber\

Campbel1, R. and R. Wales. 1970. The Study of Language Acquisition, 1n,

— - 242260

L4 B * -
. Chitoran, 0. 1971. A Mo for Second Language Acqu1s1t1on, in Filipovié
{ed.) 1971,°173- 1 R

Chitoran, D. 1976. Repo t on the Romdnian-English Contrast1ve Analysis,
Project, n Chitgran (ed.) 19J5, 11-34,

Chitoran, D. ’ed 1976 Ind Inteana£4onal Condenence oa EngLsh Con-
tastve Pao;eciz Bucharest: Umiversity Press.

Cole, P. and J.L. Mo;gan (eds.) 1975., Sjntax and Semantccs 3, New York:

' . Bcademic Pres¢ i,
S . Corder, S.P. 1972, Jur Beschreibunggder Sprache des Sprachlerners, n
et w " Nickel (ed.)xf972, 175-184.

Corder, S.P. 1975, fError Analysis, Interlanguage and Second Language
Acqu1sxt1og .Survey Article, Langudge Teachung £ - L(nquxstlcs
Abstaacts 201-218.

Deszo, L. and E, Stephan1des 1976. Report on the English-Hungarian Con-
trastive L}ngu1st1cs Project, n Chitoran (ed.) 1976, 53-58.

D1 Pretro, R.JL-197T. Language Structunes wn Contrast, Rowley; Mass.-
Newbury House" N

Dirven, R. 1976." A Redefinition of Contrastive Linguistics, IRAL 14, 1-14.

’

J. tyons (ed.), New Howizons 4n Linguistics, Harmongsworth: Penguin,



E3

’ ! ’ r ! )
v * !
‘ - -28- - Y . . ~
\ 5 -
1 s ' \‘ . B . N / /
< Dirver, R and G. Radden. 1976. Semantic Syntax of English: a Ca{u“ﬁmuue s
. Approach, Jrier: LAUT. L -

" '
Dirven, R., W. Hiinig; W. Kiihlwein, G. Radden and J. Strauss. 1976. Die

Leistung der Linguisfik far den Englischunternicht, Tubingen:
Niemeyer. D : .
Fawcett; R. 1973. Language Functions and Language Variation in a Cogni-

tive Model of Communication. Paper presented to the AILA/BAAL

' " seminar on jThe Communicative Teaching of £nglish' held at Lan-
caster, March-April 1973. : .

.t Filipovi€, R. 1976. The Yugoslay Serbo-Croatian-English Contrastive Pro-
- Jject from the Zagreb Conference to the Present, in Chitoran (ed.)
- . 1976, 35-51. . s . .
- - Filipovag, R. (ed.) 1971 Zagreb Conference on English Contrastive Pro-
-, jects, 7-9 D ber 19707 The Yugoslay Serbo-Croatian-English |
. Contrastive Project, B.Studies, Zagreb: Institute~of Linguistics.
\ Filipovid, R. (ed.) 1974. Pedagogidat Materials 2, The Yugoslav Serbo- -
Croatian-English Contrastive Pwoject, Zagreb: Institute of English. . .
Fisiak, J. 1975. The Contrastive Analysis of Phonological Systems,
Kuwastalnik Neoﬁdol;ogiczny}?. 341-351. .
Fisiak, d., M. Lipinska-Grzegorek and T. Zabrocki. 1975. An Introductony .
! &@UAh—PoU.?h Contrastivé Grammanr, Manuscript. :
‘ Fisiak, J. {ed.) 1975. Pdpers and Studies in Contrastive Linguistics 3,
» .7 Poznah: Adam Mickiewicz University. i
Fisiak, & ‘(ed.) 1976. Pipers and Studies in Contrastive Linguistics 5, .
" Pozqag'\, Adam Mickiewicz University. . )
Fries, €3C.\1945. Teaching ‘and Learning English as a Foreign Language,
' . " AnnlArbdr: University of Michigan Press.
Gologentia-Eretescu, S. 1074, Towards a Contrastive Analysis of Conversa- -

- tional Strategy, in Further Developments in Contats tive Studies,
. . + The Romanian-English Contrastive AnalysTs Prpject, Bucharest: Uni-
versity Press, 79-132. - ° »

Gordon, D. and G. Lakoff. 1975. Cpnversatj&nal Postulates, in Cole and ;
¥organ (eds.) 1975, 83-106. - :

) Grice, H.P..1975. Lbgic and Conversation, in Cole and Morgan (eds.) 1975,
. 41-58, . -

-

LR

1

(2

¥

»

, .Grucza, F, 1923( Feh]erl}nguist,ik,' Lapsologie und Kohtrastngorschungen.
Kuwartalnik Neoéuotogéczny 23, 237-247. - =

‘ . L) .
Halliday, M.A.X, 1975, Learning How to Mean, Londdn: Arnold. C e
%, Harris, Z.S. 1954. Transfer Grammar, TRAL 20, 259-270.

: ¥ 4 '
Hennig, J. and L. Huth. 1975. Kommunikation als Prdblem den Linguistik, —
. 66ttingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht. e T

\v‘ 4
*Jackson, H. 19762 Contrastive Linguistics — wét Is 1t2,/17L 32, 1-32. T
James, C. T971. The bxculpation of Contrastive Linguistics, n Nickel

(ed.) 1971, 53-68.~ . b
- ,]: \l}C o 21: AR ) Y \
v"r o . . ‘

- t




". James, C. 1976. Review of Burgschmidt and Gbtz 1914, IRAL 14, 203-205.

\llggnir, B.R.A. 1976 Inlerlanguage and Foreign Accent ISB-UOI#_M 1,
. 95.

Kellerman, €. 1977. Towards 2 characterization of the strateg)/ of trans-
fer.in second language learning, 188- (wzuht 2, 58- 145£
is, in

v Konig, E. 1971. Transormational Gramnar and Contrasthe Anaj

A

SFilipovié (ed.) 1977, 130-145. !
Kohn, K. 1976. Theorehcal Aspects of‘;enerative Contrastw Analysis,
Folia Linguistica 9, 125-134. /

N\
ad * Krzeszowski, T,P. 1971. Equwﬂence Congruence and Deep §tructure, in
R Nickel (ed.) 1971, 37- 48.

\ " Krzeszowski, T.P. 1974. Contrastive Generative Gramman: Taeowwzz
. Foundations, L6dz: University of Lédz. - . i

 Kihlwein, W. 1975. Grundsatzfragbn der kontrastiven Linguistik, Neu-
sprachliche Mitteilungen 28, 80-99. - N
- . Lado, R. 1957. Linguistics Acnoss Cw&wsu Ann Arbor: University of
. Michigan Press. ~
. . Lakoff, R. 1972. Langoage n Context, (anguage 48 *907- 927
. * Leeson, R. 1975 Fluency and Language Tegching, London: Longman

* Lehtonen, J., K, Sajavaara and A. May: 1977. Spoken [English: The Per-
cepaon and Production of Spoken Engfush on-a Fumuh English
. Contaastive Basis, Jyviiskyld: Gummerus. - +°

Lehtonen, J., K. Sajavaara and L. Korpimies. 1977 The Methodology and
Pract1ce of Contrastive Discourse Analysis, in K. Sajavaara and

47 Lehtonen (eds. )s  Jyvdshyld Contrastive Studies 5¢ Jyviskyda:
Depar'anent‘ of Enghsh .

-Lipiiiska, M. 1975. Cé’ntrastwe Analysis and the Modern Theory of Language, -
in Fisiak (ed.) 1975, 5-62. '

- Mirton, W. 1968.- EquivaTence and Congruence” 1n Transformational Contrastwe
@ Studies, Studin Anglica Posnaniemsia 1, 62-63.

Marton, W. 1974. Some Remarks on the Formal Properties of Contrastive Peda-
gogical Grammars, incNickel (ed ) 1974, 182-195. .
N "7 Marton, W. 1977 Foreign Vocabulary Lgarning as Problem No. 1 of Language >
. - > Teaching*at the Advanced Level, 1SB-Utrecht 2, 33-57. .
Mieszek, A. {ed.) 1976. B1bhography of English-Polish Contrastwe Studies v
o n Poland, in Fisiak (ed.) 1976, 288-3n0.

. mckel G. 19717 Contrastive Linguistics and Foreign-Lanquage Teaching,
H n fickel (ed.) 1971, 1-16. . - 07

. Nickel, G. (ed.) 1971. Papers in Conbm.aaue ngtu/suu. Cambridge:
) Cambndge University Press.

» *Nickel, G. {ed.) 1972. Reader zua konmstwen- nguosak Frankfurt am
- . Mam Athenaum Fischer.
Mickel, G. (ed.) 1974. ATLA Tiurd Congress Copenfiagen 1972 Proceedings,!

He1delber9 Julius Groos. AT LR

’

Q «

2 -



et

Loy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-ERIC

Ustman, J.-0. and G—~Phillips, 1977, Communicative Competence and
Special Issue on Teaching and Testing Communicative Competence,
Kielibusbusuntisia (Language Centre News, University of Jyvas-*
. kyld), 1/1977, 11-23.

<Pa'|mberg, R. (ed.) 1976. A Select B1bhography of Error Analysis and Re-

lated Topics, I1SB-Utrecht !, 340-389.

Piepho, .H“E/ 1974. Kommunikative Kompetenz als ube/tgeo'adne,tu Le/mud
EngLuschunth.cht Dornburg-Frickhofen: Frankonius-Verlag.

Rusiecki, J. 1976. The Development_of Contrastive Linguistacs, 1SB-
Unecht 1, 12-44, .

Sajayaara, K. (ed.) 1977. NikGkulmia kieleen, SM sovelletun kieli-
tietéen yhdistyksen AFinLA:n Ju]ka1su.)a, Helsinki: AFinLA.

Sajavaara, K. and J. Lehtonen (eds.) 195, A Sa&ec,t Bibliography 04
Contrastive Analysis, Jyviskyld, Contrastive Studies 1, Reports

from the Department of English ¥, Jyvaskyla: Department of English. »

Sanders, C. 1976, Re;ent Developments in Contrastive Analysis and their
. Relevance to Language Teachmg, IRAL 14, 67 73.

Sharwood Smith, M, 1974. Contrastive Stud1es in Two Perspectives, 'in

J. Fisiak (ed.), Papens and Studies «n Contrastive Lungucstics 2,
* Poznah: Adam Mickiewicz Umversity, 5-10. . .

Slama-Cazacu, 1. 1971, Psycholinguistics and Contrastwe Studies, 1n
Filipovié (ed.) 1971, 188-206.

Slama-Cazacu, T. 1974. The Concepts of 'Aequisitign Corpus', 'Aberrant
" Corpus', and'Hierarchical Systems of Errors' in Contrastive Ana-
lysis, 1n Nickel (ed.) 1974, 235-251.

Slama-Cazagy, 7. (ed.) 1975. The Psycholunguistic Approach in the Romancan-
. EngLusb (‘ont/zaaave Analysis Progect 1, 8ucharest Unwers1ty Press.

Stickel, Yz% Voraussetzungen und Zrele einer kontrastwen Untersuchung :
des Déutsc

hen und des Japanischen, in G. Stickel (ed.), Deutsch-
japanische Kontraste: Vordtudien zu einer kontrastwen Grammatik,

ForscHungsberichte des Instituts fiir deutsche Sprache 29, Tub1ngenr

TBL Verlag Guetér Narr, 3-29,

Trager, G.L. 1949. The Field ofLinguistics, Studi€S in Lin istics, Oc-
casional Papers 1, : Norman, Oklaz: Battenburgy.

Hardhaughs . 1970. The Co:fﬁ'astwe Anahysw Hypothesis, TES L Ouanterty 3,
123-130. - )

°

24
Weinreich, U. 1953. Lanauagu {n Contact, Pubhcat‘mns of the Linguistics,

* Circle of New York 1, New York: The Linguistics«Circle.

Whitman, R.L.-and K.E. Jackson (eds.) 1971. The PCCLLU Papens, Warking Pa-
pers in Linguistics 3:%, Honplulu: Départment of L1ngu1st1cs, Uni-.
versity of Hawaii. -

Wilkins, D. 1972. Lenguestecs in [augudge Teaching, London: Arno]d

Hunderhch D. 1971. Pragmatik, Sprechsituatiom Deixis, Ze«tschneft it
. Literatuudcssenschalt und tinguusts 1, 153-190.

oo .23 .

.

. -

[ 4




